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ABSTRACT
Title: The effects of dictionary training on Turkish EFL
students' reading comprehension and vocabulary 
learning
Author: Arif Altun
Thesis Chairperson: Ms. Susan D. Bosher, Bilkent
University, MA TEFL Program
Thesis Members: Dr. Teri S. Haas, Dr. Phyllis L. Lim,
Bilkent University, MA TEFL Program
The present study investigated the effects of
monolingual dictionary training on Turkish EFL students'
reading comprehension and vocabulary learning. Thirty-seven
intermediate-level Turkish EFL preparatory students in the
Department of English Language Teaching at Mustafa Kemal
University participated in this study.
The study considered two research questions. The first
question concerned the effect of monolingual dictionary
training on students' reading comprehension. The second
research question investigated the effects of monolingual
dictionary training on students' vocabulary learning.
To answer the research questions, the students were randomly
assigned to one of three groups: one experimental and two
control groups. The experimental group, the Dictionary
Training group (DT), received special training on the use of
a monolingual dictionary. One of the control groups.
Dictionary group (D), had access to a monolingual
dictionary, but received no training. The other control 
group, the Guessing group (G), had neither training with nor 
access to a dictionary. To gather the data, a pretest- 
posttest procedure was followed. The data were analysed 
using ANOVA procedures.
In order to measure students' reading comprehension, a 
multiple-choice test based on two reading passages were 
used. There were a total of 12 questions on the test. 
Vocabulary learning was tested in two ways: vocabulary 
production (recall) and vocabulary selection (recognition). 
In both these tests, the same 16 vocabulary items chosen 
from the two reading passages were selected.
A repeated-measure one-way ANOVA revealed that there 
were no group differences on the posttest attributable to 
treatment (ps.105). Dictionary use with or without training 
had no significant effect on reading comprehension.
The results of two seperate repeated-measures one-way 
ANOVAs showed group differences attributable to treatment on 
the vocabulary learning in terms of both vocabulary 
production and vocabulary selection. Follow-up post hoc 
tests were conducted.
For vocabulary production, the DT group performed 
significantly better than the D group (ps.OOl) and the G 
group (ps.OOl). There was no significant difference between 
the D and the G groups.
For vocabulary selection, the DT group performed better 
than the D group (ps.05) and the G group (p=.001). There 
was no significant difference between the D and G groups.
The findings of this study indicate that access to a 
monolingual dictionary, with or without training, had no 
significant effect on students' reading comprehension. 
However, dictionary training had a positive effect on both 
production (recall) and selection (recognition) of 
vocabulary. Dictionary access without training was not 
superior to guessing.
BILKENT UNIVERSITY
INSTITUTE OF ECONOMICS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
MA THESIS EXAMINATION RESULT FORM
August 31, 1995
The examining committee appointed by the 
Institute of Economics and Social Sciences for the 
thesis examination of the MA TEFL student
Arif Altun
has read the thesis of the student.
The committee has decided that the thesis 
of the student is satisfactory.
Thesis Title
Thesis Advisor
Committee Members
The effects of dictionary training 
on Turkish EFL students' reading 
comprehension and vocabulary learning
Dr. Phyllis L. Lim
Bilkent University, MA TEFL
Program
Ms. Susan D. Bosher 
Bilkent University, MA TEFL 
Program
Dr. Teri S. Haas
Bilkent University, MA TEFL
Program
VI
We certify that we have read this thesis and that in our 
combined opinion it is fully adequate, in scope and in 
quality, as a thesis for the degree of Master of Arts.
(/Phyllis L. Lim 
(Advisor)
Susan D. Bosher 
(Committee Member)
Teri S. Haas 
(Committee Member)
Approved for the
Institute of Economics and Social Sciences
Director
Institute of Economics and Social Sciences
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I am extremely grateful to my adviser, Dr. Phyllis Dim, 
for her assistance in bringing my thesis to completion.
I would like to thank my thesis committee members,
Dr. Teri S. Haas and Ms Susan D. Bosher, for their 
invaluable support.
I thank Prof. Olcay Kirisoglu for her invaluable 
guidance in the initial stage of this thesis.
I owe special thanks to Prof. Dr. Yüksel Berk and Dr. 
Dilek Güvenç, for their invaluable assistance by helping me 
with the statistical analyses of the data.
My thanks are extended to^my collègues, Mr. Rafi Ergün, 
Ms. Nurcan Köse, and Ms. Meral Esmerligil, who have 
supported me with their cooperation and help in collecting 
the data for my thesis.
My thanks also goes to my friends Zafer, Eren, Can, and 
Zeynep, who were with me throughout.
Finally, my greatest appreciation to my family who has 
always been with me and supported me throughout.
vil
V I H
To my family
IX
TABLE OF CONTENTS
LIST OF T A B L E S ............................................. xi
CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION ................................... 1
Background of the S t u d y ......................... 1
Statement of Purpose ..........................  4
Research Questions ............................  4
CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW ............................  5
Introduction ................................... 5
Reading in LI and L 2 .............................5
Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension ......... 6
Vocabulary Learning through Reading............ 10
Guessing Words from the Context as a Strategy. 11 
The Level of Success in Guessing . . . .  13
Guessing and Dictionary U s e ...............13
Vocabulary Learning and Dictionary Use . . . .15
Current Research ..............................  16
Effect of Dictionary Use on Vocabulary
L e a r n i n g .................................. 16
Effect of Dictionary Use on Reading 
' Comprehension............................ 17
CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY ................................... 21
Introduction ................................... 21
Research Design ..............................  21
Subjects.........................................22
Instruments/Materials ........................ 24
Instructional Material .................  24
Testing Material ........................ 25
Procedures...................................... 27
Testing Procedures ...................... 27
Training Sessions ...................... 29
Session 1 ............................31
Session 2 ............................32
Session 3 ............................33
Timetable of the Training Sessions. . . .  33
Scoring Procedures ...................... 34
Reading comprehension test ......... 34
Vocabulary production test ......... 34
Vocabulary selection test ......... 35
Data A n a l y s i s .................................. 35
CHAPTER 4 RESULTS OF THE S T U D Y .......................... 3 6
Introduction ................................... 36
Data A n a l y s i s .................................. 37
Reading Comprehension ...................  38
Vocabulary Learning .....................  40
Vocabulary production............... 42
Vocabulary selection ...............  45
CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS ...................  49
Summary of the S t u d y .......................... 4 9
Major Findings................................ 4 9
Reading Comprehension ...................  49
Vocabulary Learning ...................... 50
Limitations of the S t u d y ......................51
Subjects.................................. 51
Instruments/Materials ...................  52
Instructional material ............. 52
Testing material ...................  52
Implications and Recommendations ............. 53
Implications for Further Research . . . .  53 
Educational Implications................. 53
REFERENCES............................................... 55
APPENDICES............................................... 60
Appendix A: Consent F o r m ..................... 60
XI
LIST OF TABLES
TABLE PAGE
1 Means and Standard Deviations of Reading
Comprehension Gain Scores of Three Groups ...........  39
2 Summary of All Effects for Reading Comprehension. . 40
3 Means and Standard Deviations of Vocabulary 
Learning--Production and Selection Test Gain
Scores of Three Groups .............................. 42
4 Summary of All Effects for Vocabulary Production. . 43
5 Duncan Test: Probabilities for Post Hoc Tests for
Vocabulary Production .............................. 44
6 Summary of All Effects for Vocabulary Selection . . 46
7 Duncan Test: Probabilities for Post Hoc Tests for
Vocabulary Selection................................... 47
CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Study 
Researchers and teachers of English have been 
interested in vocabulary acquisition and reading 
comprehension of students for many years.
What is the relationship of vocabulary knowledge and 
reading comprehension? Should vocabulary be taught in an 
isolated way, or through reading? The idea that students 
would learn or acquire vocabulary through reading was 
empirically supported by several studies (e.g., Judd, 1978; 
Knight, 1994; Krashen, Pitts, & White, 1989; Stieglitz,
1983). The results in those studies strongly suggest that 
vocabulary is learned dramatically better through reading 
rather than through isolated vocabulary learning.
Guessing the meaning from the context is one of the 
strategies students can use in order to comprehend what they 
read and increase their vocabulary. Instead of looking 
words up in a dictionary, students are generally encouraged 
to guess the meaning of unknown words within the context in 
order to comprehend better and even learn vocabulary (e.g., 
Bruton and Samuda, 1981; Läufer, 1990; Nation, 1990). Based 
on this assumption, many reading texts also focus on 
guessing words in context skills and ignore the use of 
dictionaries. Contact USA (Abraham & Daphne, 1982), In 
Context (Zukowski-Faust, Johnston, & Atkinson, 1982) and 
Between the Lines (Zukowski-Faust, Johnston, & Atkinson,
1983) are some of these many textbooks.
However, several studies indicate that guessing from 
context may sometimes lead us to undesired ends. For 
example, some studies have shown that guessing skills may 
sometimes mislead the readers and cause misunderstanding 
(e.g., Fisher, Kent, & Blachhhowicz, 1990; Schofield, 1982). 
Therefore, dictionary use is proposed in these studies as a 
follow-up activity in order to minimize misunderstanding and 
gain comprehensible input. Yet, there are few reading texts 
which also advise dictionary use compared to the number of 
books which solely support the idea of guessing-from- 
context. Readers' Choice (Baudoin, Bober, Dobson", & 
Silberstein, 1977) and Bridging the Gap (Smith, 1985) are 
perhaps the best known books in the field that encourage 
students to use their dictionaries in language classrooms.
Some scholars suggest that dictionary use is more than 
a follow-up activity. They also recommend it as a strategy 
which can be implemented more usefully and effectively if 
some instruction is given (Fisher et al., 1990; Schofield, 
1982; Schwartz & Raphael, 1985).
Although many theoreticians and educators discourage 
dictionary use, supporting the idea that it is better for 
students to guess the meaning of unknown words in order to 
convey the overall meaning of the text and learn vocabulary 
incidentally, there are some studies demonstrating that
dictionaries may be helpful. For example, Luppescu and Day 
(1993) found that the use of bilingual dictionaries by EFL 
students while reading could significantly improve 
vocabulary learning. Moreover, Knight's study (1994) 
indicated that dictionary use might also make a difference 
in reading comprehension. On the other hand, Bensoussan, 
Sim, and Weiss (1981), in their study with advanced level 
students, found that the use of bilingual dictionaries had 
no effect on scores on a reading comprehension test. 
Bensoussan et al. (1981) explain the reason for this by
saying that "students simply do not know how to use the 
dictionary effectively" (p. 30) . '
Yet, it is not clear how students may make use of their 
dictionaries effectively to aid comprehension and acquire 
vocabulary. Will they be able to just look up each unknown 
word and transfer the meaning appearing on the dictionary 
page? What if there is more than one meaning for the word? 
What if the unknown word is part of an idiom or phrasal 
verb? In light of these questions, the need for effective 
instruction (training) in dictionary use is also emphasized 
by several researchers (see Knight, 1994). To the knowledge 
of the researcher, there has been no empirical research to 
date showing the contribution of dictionary instruction 
(training) to students' reading comprehension and vocabulary 
learning.
In addition, the few dictionary studies up to now have 
looked at only the effects of bilingual dictionaries on 
reading comprehension and vocabulary learning. The possible 
contribution of monolingual dictionaries to the knowledge of 
the researcher, has not been investigated.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study, therefore, was to 
investigate whether training students on how to use 
monolingual dictionaries would improve reading comprehension 
and vocabulary learning (or not). If it could be shown that 
monolingual dictionary use with training improves vocabulary 
learning and reading "comprehension more than dictionary use 
without training compared to no use of dictionaries, 
teachers of English could be encouraged to spare some 
classroom time for this type of training in their reading 
classes in order to empower language learners.
Research Questions
The questions asked in this study were as follow:
1. Is there a significant difference between trained, 
non-trained, and no-dictionary-use students in the 
measure of reading comprehension?
2. Is there a significant difference between trained, 
non-trained, and no-dictionary-use students in the measure 
of vocabulary learning?
CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction
In the literature on reading in a second language, 
several studies show that vocabulary knowledge is essential 
for reading comprehension (Carter & McCarthy, 1988; Luppescu 
& Day, 1993; Nation & Coady, 1988). In fact, Grabe (1991) 
points out that all second language reading researchers 
agree on the critical role of vocabulary knowledge in 
reading comprehension and its development through reading.
Because a close relationship between reading in first 
language (LI) and in a second language (L2) is emphasized by 
researchers in the field, it is important to have a brief 
look at the relationship between reading in the first and 
sec ond 1anguage.
Reading in LI and L2
For various reasons, most of the current ideas on L2 
reading are informed by research on LI learners (Grabe,
1991). (According to Grabe, one of these reasons is that LI 
research has a longer history than L2 research.) Grabe 
(1991) states that "a primary goal for ESL reading theory 
and instruction is to understand what fluent LI learners do" 
(p. 378).
To what extent is there a relationship between 
proficient LI and proficient L2 readers? In answer to this 
question. Block (1992) found an interesting correlation
between LI and L2 readers. In her study, Block (1992) 
demonstrated that proficient (good) L2 readers performed 
similarly to proficient LI readers, and less proficient L2 
readers performed similarly to less proficient LI readers.
MacNamara (cited in Alderson, 1984) conducted a 
research study with Irish-English bilinguals in order to 
show the relationship between LI and L2 readers. He found 
that the proficient Irish readers tended to be proficient in 
L2, and weaker Irish readers tended to be weaker in L2. In 
that case, a question may appear: What determines the 
reader as a proficient, or good reader? It appears that 
knowledge of vocabulary may be a crucial factor.
MacNamara, in a different study, (cited in Alderson, 
1984) conducted a research study with French-English 
bilinguals in order to show where the difference lies 
between reading in LI and L2. He found certain differences 
between reading in native language and reading in a second 
language. He notes the importance of vocabulary as one of 
the reasons which accounted for differences for those who 
were in poorer in reading performance in L2.
Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension
The importance of vocabulary in determining the poor 
and good readers is supported by theoreticians. According 
to Coady (1979), for example, reading is a psycholinguistic 
guessing game in which the reader try to decode the symbols
(i.e., vocabulary), in the text: The better they decode, 
the better readers they are. Nation and Coady (1988) define 
those second language learners whose vocabulary knowledge is 
weak as "poor decoders." Adam and Huggins (cited in Nation 
& Coady, 1988) also assert that word recognition ability is 
the only indicator between good and poor readers.
Similarly, Alderson (1984) makes a distinction between LI 
readers and L2 readers in that, in contrast to poor LI 
readers, poor L2 readers usually have difficulty in 
comprehending the text due to the unknown vocabulary words 
that appear in the text.
Barnett (1986), and Strother and Ulijn (cited in Grabe, 
1991) also regard vocabulary as an important predictor of 
reading comprehension.
Since reading is thought to be a complex process 
(Grabe, 1991), many researchers have attempted to analyze 
the process into a set of subskills. Davis (cited in Nation 
& Coady, 1988), for example, investigated the question 
whether there were any subskills within reading skills in a 
second language (L2) setting. According to the results of 
his correlational factor analyses, he arrived at four 
factors: (a) recalling word meaning, (b) determining meaning 
from context, (c) finding answers to explicit questions, and 
(d) drawing inferences. Nation and Coady (1988) pointed out 
that "of all the factors, vocabulary was the most important
and had the strongest effect on reading" (p. 98).
Nunan (cited in Knight, 1994) asserts that the majority 
of the students studying foreign languages point out 
vocabulary as a number one need.
The importance of vocabulary knowledge to reading 
comprehension has been empirically studied with second 
language learners. In their case study, Williams and Dallas 
(1984) investigated to what extent vocabulary knowledge 
affected readers' comprehension. They conducted their 
research on a textbook named Living in Hong Kona Social 
Studies 1C. which was a nine-book series and was used as the 
most common book in Hong Kong. The reason for this choice 
was that this book had been reported to be too difficult for 
its readers (secondary years 1-3 pupils) by Longman's 
Readability Pilot Study (no source mentioned).
In the textbook, there were authentic reading texts 
imported from various English magazines. At the end of each 
reading section, a glossary which included the possible 
"unknown" words used in the reading text was presented. In 
the glossary, each unknown item was explained to the reader 
with a sentence definition.
Williams and Dallas (1984) measured the importance of 
vocabulary knowledge to reading comprehension in two 
different ways: one was within the reading texts, and the 
other way was within definitions, which were presented to
students in the glossary. In order to measure the 
importance of vocabulary to learners' reading comprehension 
within definitions, a text with its glossary of possible 
unknown English words and their definitions was selected. 
Students were asked to give native language (Chinese) 
translations for each unknown word. Their results indicated 
that a sentence (i.e., the definition) could be made 
incomprehensible by the occurrence of single unknown or 
unfamiliar word in the definition.
In order to measure the importance of vocabulary to 
learners' reading comprehension within the text itself, the 
glossary part was removed from the section, and the text 
only was given to the students (the same students 
participated the study). According to the results of their 
study, students who read the text had great difficulty in 
comprehension. Williams and Dallas (1983) showed that the 
vocabulary used in the text also caused considerable 
difficulties for EFL learners in terms of reading 
comprehension. As a result, Williams and Dallas (1984) 
concluded that vocabulary was of crucial importance in 
learners' reading comprehension both within a text and 
within a sentence.
The importance of vocabulary knowledge to reading 
comprehension at the context level with second language 
learners has been examined by other researchers, also.
Cooper (1984), for example, administered a set of tests to 
university level learners of English. He divided the 
students into two groups as practiced and unpracticed 
readers. The test consisted of three passages, which were 
graded in difficulty. According to the data he gathered 
from his correlational analyses. Cooper (1984) found that 
unpracticed readers were handicapped while reading by their 
poor vocabulary. He finally concluded that even a single 
vocabulary item could affect understanding and comprehension 
of the message.
Vocabulary Learning through Reading
Loolcing at the close relationship between reading and 
vocabulary from "the other side of the coin," we encounter 
considerable theory and some research showing that second 
language learners can learn vocabulary via reading.
Krashen (1981) argues that non-native speaJcers will 
most efficiently increase their vocabulary through reading. 
According to Sternberg (1987) most vocabulary is learned 
only from context. Noting that words taught in isolation 
are generally not retained, Judd (1978) , citing Nilsen, 
Chastain and Rivers, authors in the field, says that "most 
people agree that vocabulary ought to be taught in context 
(p. 73)." Stieglitz (1983) also prefers reinforcing 
vocabulary through meaningful context.
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These theories have been supported by research in the 
field. Saragi, Nation, and Mesiter (cited in Luppescu &
Day, 1993) studied native speakers of English in order to 
see whether the learners could understand and learn 
vocabulary from the context. In their study, Saragi et al. 
had the readers read a story (in English) which included a 
number of Russian words. They found that, with sufficient 
context and frequency, readers understood the meanings of 
unknown words.
Krashen, Pitts, and White (1989), in a replication of 
Saragi, Nation, and Meister's study (cited in Luppescu &
Day, 1993), found a similar result, in that second language 
learners of English were able to understand the meanings of 
unknown words through reading. Krashen et al. used the same 
reading passage as in Saragi et al.'s study. However, they 
organized two groups: an experimental group, who was given 
the reading passage, and a control group, who was not given 
the reading passage. The results of their study showed that 
the students who had read the passage beforehand scored 
significantly better on the vocabulary test than did 
students who took the test without having read the passage.
Guessing Words from the Context as a Srategy
This deciphering, or guessing words from the context, 
is described as one of the strategies [or skill] learners 
use in order to comprehend the message in the text (Bruton &
11
Samuda, 1981), and build vocabulary (Läufer, 1990; Nation, 
1990) .
Clarice and Silberstein (1977) in characterizing 
reading as an active process of comprehending claimed that 
in order to read more efficiently, students need to be 
taught strategies, one of which is guessing from the 
context. Nattinger (1980) supported the idea of training 
students to guess the meaning from the context in language 
classrooms. The guessing skill has also been described as a 
progressive skill which can be learned and improved through 
activities (Hosenfeld, 1979; Nation, 1980).
In his'case study, Hosenfeld (1979) showed that a 
learner can improve this skill and make use of it 
successfully. The subject of the case study was a 14-year- 
old girl named "Cindy" living in an upper-middle-class 
neighborhood in New York City. She had gotten an A average 
in the French course and was considered a good student by 
her teacher. However, according to the results of 
diagnostic sessions, she had some difficulty in reading.
The results of Hosenfeld's analysis of her reading 
strategies revealed that she guessed the meaning of words 
without regard to context. She was trained on how to use 
guessing skills. Later results showed remarkable 
improvement in her reading skills.
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However, guessing words from context is not without 
problems. Can we guarantee success in guessing from 
context? Put another way, how can we be sure that language 
learners guess the meaning of unknown words correctly? What 
if learners guess a wrong meaning of a word? Moreover, what 
if the context is not sufficient for successful guessing?
The Level of Success in Guessing
Learners' vocabulary knowledge affects their guessing 
ability, and may even mislead them (Cooper, 1984). For 
example. Parry (cited in Knight, 1994), in a longitudinal 
study, showed that students were disrupted by unfamiliar 
words in the process of guessing the meaning while building 
their vocabularies. Luppescu and Day (1993) also found that 
the text itself was insufficient for all students to guess 
the meaning of all words and could mislead students by 
giving a vague idea of what words mean.
In order to lessen misunderstanding while reading, 
Schofield (1982) claims that if we have learners use 
dictionaries effectively, they will easily minimize their 
misunderstanding.
Guessing and Dictionary Use
Students of English as a foreign language are often 
confronted with several new words that they need to know.
It seems reasonable to encourage them to make use of all 
possible strategies, including dictionaries. However,
13
according to Summers (1988), dictionaries have been ignored 
in language classrooms not only by linguists but also by 
language teachers as well.
Although vocabulary teaching is highly based on the 
idea that newly encountered words should be decoded by means 
of contextual clues (McCarthy, 1984), Nation and Coady 
(1988), while presenting learners with a procedure 
consisting of five steps to make use of available context 
clues to guess the meaning of words, also encourage students 
to check that their guesses are correct by looking them up 
in a dictionary.
Kelly (1990), too, encourages learners to verify 
guesses by looking the words up in a dictionary. Kelly 
(1990) says that, "if the learner on encountering a new item 
has to stop and...needs to verify the guess...to avoid the 
possibility of storing an erroneous meaning in memory..., 
the only way he can do this is to look [it] up in a 
dictionary" (p. 204).
In general, dictionary use is viewed either as a 
follow-up to guessing in order to lessen possible 
misunderstanding by allowing students to confirm or revise 
their guesses (Fisher, Kent, & Blachowicz, 1990; Kelly,
1990; Nation, 1990), or as a tool to be used as the final 
authority (Karbal, 1975).
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Vocabulary Learning and Dictionary Use
Vocabulary plays an important role in the process of 
first and second language learning, and vocabulary teaching 
is an important part of school learning (Fisher et al. ,
1990). Although new vocabulary is usually taught in school 
environments, some words are learned independently by 
students. How can independent vocabulary learning occur? 
According to Fisher et al. , there are two ways of 
independent vocabulary learning. One way is through 
guessing strategies while listening and reading. The other 
way is through making use of a dictionary. Nation (1993) 
considers using dictionaries to enhance vocabulary size in 
or outside the classroom to be essential, but as a technique 
rarely used.
However, the use of dictionaries in vocabulary learning 
is controversial. Carr and Wixson (1986) regard dictionary 
use as one of the weakest ways of learning new vocabulary. 
Dufflemeyer (1980) also claims that students learn more 
vocabulary when they are taught new vocabulary strategies, 
rather than in traditional ways, among which is the use of a 
dictionary. Moreover, Graves and Penn (cited in Fisher et 
al., 1990) assert that dictionary use in teaching vocabulary 
can only contribute superficially to the understanding of 
meanings.
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On the other hand, Fisher et al. (1990), who claim that 
using a dictionary effectively may bring about word learning 
or acquisition, draw our attention to the fact that there is 
not enough research on the vocabulary learning of learners 
through dictionary use.
Current Research
Effect of Dictionary Use on Vocabulary Learning
Luppescu and Day (1993) investigated the role that 
bilingual dictionaries play in the learning of second 
language vocabulary. One of their hypotheses was as 
follows: "There will be no significant difference in the
measure of vocabulary learned by participants using '■
bilingual dictionaries and those not using dictionaries (p. 
266) . "
In their study, 293 first- and second-year university 
EFL students answered multiple-choice questions on a reading 
passage entitled "The Mystery of an African Mask." One 
hundred forty-eight students, who were in the treatment 
group, used their bilingual dictionaries, whereas the others 
were not allowed to use their bilingual dictionaries while 
reading.
The results, however, did not confirm the hypothesis 
that there would be no difference between the two groups, 
but rather provided evidence that the use of a bilingual 
dictionary by EFL students while reading can significantly
16
improve vocabulary learning. In other words, they concluded 
that vocabulary learning can be accelerated by means of 
dictionaries.
However, to what extent a bilingual dictionary would 
help learners' reading comprehension was not taken into 
account in their study. Also, this study was limited to the 
use of a bilingual dictionary.
Effect of Dictionary Use on Reading Comprehension
Knight's (1994) study addressed the effects of 
dictionary use not only on vocabulary learning but also on 
reading comprehension of EFL learners. She conducted her 
study with native speakers of English who werfe studying 
Spanish at Central Michigan University at the intermediate 
level. She organized two groups for her experimental study: 
the Dictionary group, who had access to a bilingual 
dictionary, and a control group, the No-Dictionary group, 
who had no access to a dictionary.
In her study, Knight (1994) had subjects use bilingual 
dictionaries also. She explains the choice of a bilingual 
dictionary by saying that they were "thought to be more 
widely used by undergraduate foreign language students"
(p. 296) .
Knight's study (1994) asked two research questions:
1. Is there a significant difference between reading 
comprehension scores for students who use a dictionary
17
and those who do not?
2. Is there a significant difference between the 
vocabulary learning scores of students who use a 
dictionary and those who do not? (p. 287).
In order to gather the data, she had subjects read two 
reading passages on the computer, which had on-line access 
to a bilingual dictionary for the experimental group only. 
The subjects were given two types of vocabulary tests: a 
vocabulary-supply (recall) and selection (recognition) test. 
The results were analyzed using analysis of variance.
The results concerning the first hypothesis showed that 
dictionary use significantly affected reading comprehension 
scores of learners. The dictionary group had a mean score 
of 74.01, whereas the no-dictionary group had a mean score 
of 56.65 (297 points possible).
The results also revealed that the dictionary group 
performed almost four times better than the no-dictionary 
group in terms of vocabulary learning. That is, students 
who used dictionaries learned more vocabulary than those who 
did not.
However, Bensoussan et al. (1981) conducted a research 
study on the effects of dictionary use on students' reading 
comprehension. They conducted their research with advanced 
level EFL students. They had their subjects use bilingual 
dictionaries while reading and found no significant
18
difference between those who used a bilingual dictionary and 
those who did not. According to Bensoussan et al., 
dictionary use made no difference because students did not 
know how to use their dictionaries effectively. They 
discuss the issue of instruction and its possible effect on 
students' reading comprehension.
In sum, Luppescu and Day (1993) and Knight (1994) found 
positive effects for bilingual dictionary use on vocabulary 
learning. However, Knight and Bensoussan et al. (1981) had
contradictory finding on the effect of dictionary use and 
reading comprehension. However, no studies have looked at 
the issue of training students on dictionary use although 
some researchers and theoreticians (e.g., Fisher et al., and 
Bensoussan et al.) have suggested that "effective" 
dictionary use may be helpful to both comprehension and 
vocabulary learning. Therefore, this study investigated 
whether training students to use a dictionary would have a 
positive effect on both reading comprehension and vocabulary 
learning over dictionary use without training in comparison 
to a no-dictionary-use control group.
The decision to use monolingual dictionaries was based 
on suggestions by Knight (1984) and Baxter (1980).
Suggesting that monolingual dictionaries may produce 
different results on students' reading comprehension and 
vocabulary learning, Knight (1994) indicates that further
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investigations are needed to determine whether different 
types of dictionaries would make a difference.
Claiming that many researchers prefer monolingual 
dictionaries in language classrooms, Baxter (1980) clarifies 
his preference of the monolingual dictionary in EFL 
classrooms: "Whereas a bilingual dictionary tends to
encourage the employment of a single lexical item, the 
monolingual dictionary demonstrates that definition is an 
alternative (p. 325)."
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY 
Introduction
This study aimed at investigating the effects of 
training Turkish English as a foreign language (EEL) 
preparatory class students at Mustafa Kemal University (MKU) 
on the use of monolingual dictionaries. The purpose of the 
study was to determine whether this particular training 
could significantly enhance EFL students' reading 
comprehension and vocabulary learning.
In this chapter, first, the research design is 
presented. Second, detailed information about the subjects 
is given. Third, the materials and instruments are 
explained. Finally, the procedures and data analyses are 
presented.
Research Design
In this experimental study, gain scores of the 
differences between pretest and posttest scores on reading 
comprehension and vocabulary learning of three groups were 
compared: a group previously trained in the use of a 
monolingual dictionary, a group having access to a 
monolingual dictionary but without training, and a group 
with neither a dictionary nor any training.
The study was conducted with intermediate-level 
students for two reasons: (a) All students in the prep 
program where the study was conducted were currently at the
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intermediate level of EFL instruction, and (b) consultations 
with the teachers of the prep program suggested that 
intermediate-level students would be capable of and well- 
disposed to using monolingual dictionaries, whereas 
beginners generally prefer bilingual ones.
In this experimental study, the independent variable 
was the use of monolingual dictionaries: with training, 
without training, and no use. The dependent variables were 
reading comprehension and vocabulary learning (as measured 
separately by recall and recognition).
Subjects
All 40 undergraduate preparatory class students at 
Mustafa Kemal University (MKU) were invited to participate 
in the study. Thirty-seven of them volunteered to 
participate.
Subjects (56% female) were between 17 and 21 years of 
age from different parts of Turkey. They were preparatory 
class students studying English as a foreign language at 
Mustafa Kemal University in Antakya, Turkey. The students 
were typical of most Turkish university fellow students in 
that they had completed six years of English instruction in 
high school.
After successfully completing their studies in the prep 
program, students were planning to take courses in the 
department of English Language Teaching (ELT).
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The subjects were randomly assigned to either one of 
the two control groups or the treatment group: 12 to the 
Dictionary Training (DT) group, 12 to the Dictionary (D) 
group, and 13 to the Guessing (G) group. The third group 
was called the Guessing group because they had neither 
access to a dictionary nor had a special training. However, 
because the words in context skill is part of their regular 
reading instruction, it was assumed that they could be 
expected to use this skill. To assign the three groups 
randomly to either the experimental group or either of the 
control groups, the following procedure was used.
Because all the students were attending the same level 
of reading lessons, successful and less successful students 
in the same class could be identified. In order to prevent 
a disproportionate number of successful or less successful 
students from falling into the same group, the researcher 
first ranked all students according to their average scores 
in their reading class--from highest to the lowest. The 
list was then divided into three groups of students: the 
highest 12, the middle 13, and the lowest 12. Lastly, with 
the assistance of a computer program (DBASE IV), one student 
from each set was randomly selected and assigned to one of 
the three groups. This process was repeated until all 
subjects were assigned.
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As a result of this selection procedure, the number of 
subjects in the Dictionary Training group was 12, 5 of whom 
were male; and in the Dictionary group, there were 12, 6 of 
whom were male; and in the Guessing group, there were 13, 5 
of whom were male.
The subjects in the treatment group met in a separate 
classroom for three instructional sessions of 45-minute 
each during their regular reading class hours for three 
consecutive days by permission of the school administration 
and the class teacher. The students in the two control 
groups continued their regular reading lessons.
Instruments/Materials 
Instructional Material
The instructional material used for the treatment group 
was adapted from three sources: a study guideline prepared 
on dictionary use for native speakers, the information 
presented as Using the Dictionary at the very beginning of 
various learners' dictionaries, and some reading textbooks.
The study guideline, prepared by the Detroit Public 
Schools, Division of Educational Services, was organized 
according to the needs of seventh- and eight-grade American 
students. The study guideline consisted of ten sessions of 
dictionary instruction with different subjects headings 
(e.g., using the dictionary guide words, alphabetical 
order). These headings were adapted by the researcher in
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order to organize the headings of the instructional 
material. Examples or exercises in the guideline were not 
used in the instructional material.
Second, several dictionaries, which were especially- 
prepared for second language learners of English were useful 
in organizing the instructional procedure. The introductory 
pages of Longman Learner's Dictionary of English and Oxford 
Advanced Learner's Dictionary particularly guided the 
researcher in organizing the content of the instruction.
Finally, the textbooks. Reader's Choice (Baudoin et 
al., 1977), and Bridging the Gap (Smith, 1985), which 
encourage students to use a dictionary and also provide 
instructions on dictionary use, were used. These textbooks 
contained several exercises for the learners to practice on 
dictionary use. These exercises were not taken as is; 
rather, they were adapted by the researcher for 
instructional practice.
Testing Material
Two reading comprehension passages (approximately 170 
words each) were selected from the Test of English Language 
Proficiency (TELP)^. One was about the environment; the 
other was about economical growth.
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 ^ Published in 1993 by the Materials Development and Review 
Branch, English Language Programs Division, USIA.
These passages were selected for two reasons. First, 
the topics were very similar to those which students were 
reading in their regular reading classes. Second, in 
consultation with approximately the same level students of 
English from another prep program and the subjects' reading 
class teacher, it was determined that the passages contained 
some lexical items that subjects were not likely to have 
already learned.
The reading comprehension questions already prepared 
for the passages were used as is. The questions in the test 
were multiple choice: In the first passage, there were 5 
questions and in the second passage, there were 7. " Each 
question contained four choices: one correct answer and 
three distractors.
However, the vocabulary items were prepared by the 
researcher. In order to develop the vocabulary items, the 
following procedure was used. First, the reading passages 
were given to students at two different universities who 
were at approximately the same level as the researcher's 
subjects in order to identify words which would not be 
familiar to them. According to the feedback from the 
students, the preliminary vocabulary test, consisting of 35 
items, was prepared. This test was then given to several 
other intermediate students in different universities and to 
the subjects' classroom reading teachers in order to
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validate that all of the targeted words in both texts 
selected for the vocabulary test were indeed likely to be 
unknown.
According to the feedback from these different 
intermediate-level students and the subjects' lead teachers, 
twelve out of thirty-five vocabulary items were taken out. 
Among the remaining twenty-three items, the researcher 
randomly selected sixteen items to be included in the study.
For these selected vocabulary items, two types of tests 
were prepared for testing vocabulary learning: production 
(recall) and selection (recognition). In the production 
test, students were asked to give a definition (either in 
Turkish or in English) of the targeted English word. In the 
selection test, students were asked to select the best 
synonym or the best definition of the same targeted words. 
This vocabulary selection test was a multiple-choice type 
with four choices per item: one key and three distractors.
Procedures
Testing Procedures
After having completed the random selection of subjects 
to the groups, the researcher asked all subjects to sign a 
consent form (see Appendix A), which informed them about the 
study.
A pretest was given to all subjects on the same day and 
at the same time. The pretest was given to all three groups
27
on April 6, at 13:30 p.m., eleven days before the training 
began. Subjects were not informed that they would take the 
same test later. Two weeks later on April 20, the day after 
training was completed, at 13:30 p.m., the posttest was 
administered to all three groups. The pretest and the 
posttest were the same test. It was believed that two weeks 
between the pretest and posttest would be enough time for 
subjects to forget the specific contents of the pretest.
The pretest and the posttest as well, consisted of two 
parts: reading comprehension and vocabulary. Subjects were 
asked to read the two passages and answer the reading 
comprehension question^ first. Second, the subjects were 
given the vocabulary part in the order of vocabulary 
production followed by vocabulary selection. In order to 
prevent students from checking the vocabulary with the 
passages, the reading comprehension passages were collected 
at the end of the reading comprehension test.
In conducting the vocabulary test, the following 
procedures were followed. First of all, subjects were given 
the production part and were asked to write either the 
Turkish or English equivalent (or definition) of the given 
vocabulary item. In this part, subjects were asked to write 
a definition either in Turkish or in English of the given 
vocabulary items.
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Second, subjects were given the second part of the 
vocabulary test: vocabulary selection. Before giving the 
selection part, the proctor(s) collected the production 
part. In the second part, designed as a multiple choice 
test, subjects were asked to choose the best answer among 
the alternatives for each vocabulary item.
The items in both tests were the same. There were two 
reasons for asking the same vocabulary items in both tests. 
First, the researchers in the field have generally preferred 
this procedure. For example, Knight (1994) asked the same 
vocabulary items in both vocabulary production (recall) and 
vocabulai'y selection (recognition) tests. Second, it was 
believed that asking the same items in both tests would make 
the test results comparable.
Subjects were given as much time as they wished in all 
tests (i.e., reading comprehension, vocabulary production, 
and vocabulary selection).
During the posttest, each group was placed in different 
classrooms to avoid any kind of interaction between students 
in different groups. For the administration of the 
posttest, the researcher asked the class teachers for help. 
Training Sessions
The Dictionary Training group were trained on the use 
of monolingual dictionaries for three 45-minute sessions by 
the researcher. These three training sessions consisted of
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a total of nine lessons for the treatment.
The researcher met the students in the experimental 
group and gave the instructions himself. The following 
presents the steps of each session during which the 
experimental group was instructed on the use of monolingual 
dictionaries.
The first session consisted of four lessons. In these 
lessons, students were introduced to the world of 
dictionaries. Simple but important rules such as 
alphabetical order, the use of abbreviations, headwords, and 
entry words were taught on this day.
In the second session, which consisted of three 
lessons, students were instructed about the various use of 
words in the dictionary, such as how to locate the parts of 
speech of a looked up word, and how to find meanings for 
idioms and phrasal verbs.
Finally, in the last session, which consisted of two 
lessons, students were trained on choosing the right 
definition of a word under the main entry word. In 
addition, an overall practice set of questions on using a 
dictionary was given to students.
All subjects were provided the same type of monolingual 
dictionary--Longman's Learners' Dictionary of English 
Language--by the researcher. This dictionary was used 
throughout the training sessions for the DT group and for
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both the DT and D groups during the pretest and posttest. 
Session 1 .
1. Alphabetical Order
a. Students were informed about 
the alphabetical order in which dictionaries 
were prepared. Then, students were given 
a set of practice exercises.
2. Dividing the Dictionary into Thirds
a. For those who did not know the 
alphabetical order well, dividing the 
dictionary into thirds was suggested in order 
to enable them to find a word more easily 
and quickly.
b. Two sets of exercises were done in the 
class by students.
3. Using Dictionary Guide Words
a. Students were informed about the use of 
the pair of words which appears in boldface 
type at the top of each dictionary page.
b. Two sets of exercises were done in the 
class by students.
4. Tilde
a. Tilde and its use were explained to 
students with examples.
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Session 2 .
5. Looking Up Phrasal Verbs
a. The definition of phrasal verbs and how 
to look them up were explained to students 
with examples.
b. A set of exercises was done in the class 
by students.
6. Looking Up Idioms
a. The definition of an idiom and how to look 
up an idiom in a dictionary were explained to 
students by giving examples from a 
dictionary page.
b. A set of exercises was done in the class 
by students.
7. Using Parts of Speech
a. The nine common functions of words 
(adjective, adverb, noun, pronoun, verb, 
preposition, conjunction, interjection, and 
abbreviation) were explained in terms of 
their meanings and abbreviations used in 
dictionaries. Students were informed about 
the importance of parts of speech in 
selecting the correct definition.
b. Two sets of practice questions were done 
in the class by students.
32
Session 3 .
8. Choosing the Right Definition
a. Students were told about the possibility 
of multiple meanings of a word.
b. Students' attention was drawn to the 
located word's part of speech.
c. Students were reminded that a word's 
meaning might change according to the context 
in which it is used.
b. Four sets of exercises were done in the 
class by students.
9. Overall Practice Using the Dictionary '
a. Students were given a set of questions on 
which they practiced all they had 
learned.
Timetable of the Training Sessions
The timetable of the training sessions was as follows: 
Day 1
April 17, 1995 (Monday): Training session 1
(10:00-10:45)
Day 2
April 18, 1995 (Tuesday): Training session 2
(10:00-10:45)
Day 3
April 19, 1995 (Wednesday): Training session 3
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(11:00-11:45)
It should be noted that these three 45-minute training 
sessions proved sufficient to cover the training sessions. 
Scoring Procedures
Reading comprehension test. Each correct answer was 
scored one point. Wrong or omitted answers were given zero 
points. The total possible maximum score for the reading 
test was 12 points.
Vocabulary production test. Because different correct 
answers (synonyms) were possible and the possibility of 
partially correct answers needed to be considered for the 
evaluation of the vocabulary production, this procedure was 
followed: First, all answers for each vocabulary item were
written down on a separate sheet and examined by the 
researcher. The decision was made to judge each answer as 
either correct or incorrect and, not to give partial credit 
for any answer. An answer key was prepared with all 
acceptable answers listed beside each item number. Because 
each answer was judged either correct or incorrect, one 
point was given for each correct answer. Although there 
were some minor grammatical errors in explanations (either 
in Turkish or English), and some spelling and syntactic-type 
errors, they were not taken into consideration. Zero points 
were given for incorrect or missing answers. There was a 
maximum possible score of 16 for vocabulary production part.
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Vocabulary selection test. For the vocabulary- 
selection part, one point was given to each correct answer. 
Wrong or missing answers were given zero points. The 
maximum possible score for this part was 16 points.
Data Analysis
The amount of vocabulary learned (both for production 
and selection) and the reading comprehension scores were 
compared for the 3 groups. The gain scores were calculated; 
then, three separate repeated-measure one-way ANOVA were 
conducted for each of the three dependent variables. Where 
significant differences were found, follow up post hoc tests 
were conducted. "
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
Introduction
This chapter discusses the answers to the two research 
questions:
1. Is there a significant difference between trained, 
non-trained, and no-dictionary-use students in the 
measure of reading comprehension?
2. Is there a significant difference between trained, 
non-trained, and no-dictionary-use students in the measure 
of vocabulary learning?
In order to measure the differences, students were 
divided into three groups: the Dictionary Training, 
Dictionary, and Guessing groups. The Dictionary Training 
group was instructed in the use of monolingual dictionaries 
by the researcher for three sessions. The subjects in 
dictionary group had access to a dictionary, but were not 
trained in using one. For the subjects in the guessing 
group, there was neither training nor dictionary access. 
Because they were not allowed to use a dictionary, and were 
presumed able to use guessing skills, this group was called 
the Guessing group.
A pretest-posttest design was set up in order to gather 
the data. The pretest and posttest (same test) consisted of 
three parts: reading comprehension, vocabulary production, 
and vocabulary selection. Each of the test was intended to
measure a different variable.
There was no time limitation for the subjects during 
the tests. They were given as much time as they wanted to 
complete the tests.
Data Analysis
The primary purpose of this study was to examine the 
effects of dictionary training on students' reading 
comprehension and vocabulary learning in an EFL setting.
This chapter discusses the data analyses and results of this 
experimental study.
 ^ The following analyses were performed in order to 
examine the effect of dictionary training on reading 
comprehension and vocabulary learning.
In both pretests and posttests, the subjects were the 
same; therefore, the number of correct answers given by them 
in the first episode was compared with the same student's 
number of correct answers in the second, in order to find 
the gain scores for each group. Means and standard 
deviations of the gain scores for the groups were also 
computed.
Since each of these data was taken from the same 
subjects at different points in time, the data are not 
independent. Therefore, data analysis for each dependent 
variable (reading comprehension, vocabulary production, and 
vocabulary selection) was conducted with a repeated-measure
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one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedure with group as 
the between factor and time as the repeated factor.
Repeated measures analysis of ANOVA is considered the most 
appropriate when the same subjects are used at different 
times (Hatch & Lazarton, 1991). The only effect of interest 
in these analyses is the interaction of group and time 
(pretest and posttest time). That is, differences between 
groups over between times are presumed to reveal treatment 
effects, if any.
Reading Comprehension
The reading comprehension test, both for the pretest 
and posttest, was given immediately after students had read 
the passages. The period between the pretest and posttest 
was two weeks. The maximum possible score on the test was 
12 points, one for each correct answer. Means and standard 
deviations for reading comprehension gain scores are 
presented in Table 1.
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Table 1
r i c d i i a  c u iu
Scores of
O U ctllU ctiU  V XdL· XUUfci
Three Groups
u x  r \ . t ;d u x i ic i L.omDrenension uain
n M SD
Group
DT 12 0.750 1.712
D 12 0.750 1.712
G 13 0.923 1.481
Note. D T = Dictionary Training Group;
D = Dictionary Group; G = Guessing Group.
Those subjects in the Dictionary Training Group--with 
dictionary access and training--achieved a mean score of 
0.750 words, the same as those without training. But, those 
with no-dictionary access had a mean gain score of -0.923.
In order to determine to what extent there was a 
difference among groups over time (i.e., after training), a 
repeated measures of analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
performed. Table 2 presents the summary of all effects for 
groups, time of test, and the interaction between the two. 
The group factor explains the differences among groups in 
the experiment (Dictionary Training, Dictionary, and 
Guessing Group); and the time of test factor shows the 
differences taking the repeated measure scores into
consideration (i.e., pretest and posttest times). 
Table 2
Summary of All Effects for Reading Comprehension
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Effect Error
df MS df MS £
Source
G 2 23.9 34 4.1 5.7 . 007**
TT 1 . 1 34 1.4 . 1 . 720
G X TT 2 3.5 34 1.4 2.4 .105
**Es.001.
Note. G = Group; TT = Time of Test.
According to the results presented in Table 2, there is 
no significant difference in the interaction between Groups 
and Time of Test. In other words, findings suggest that 
groups are not different from each other on the posttest due 
to treatment.
A repeated measure one-way analysis of variance results 
revealed that dictionary training or dictionary use made no 
difference on the reading comprehension of students. 
Vocabulary Learning
In order to measure to what extent dictionary training 
helped students to learn vocabulary, two types of tests were 
given separately following the reading comprehension test.
The first test, the vocabulary production test, consisted of 
16 vocabulary items. In this part, subjects were asked to 
write either the English or Turkish equivalent of each 
vocabulary item. The second test, vocabulary selection, 
consisted of 16 multiple-choice items with five English 
words to choose from as the equivalent for each selected 
vocabulary item. The maximum possible score on each test 
was 16 points, one for each targeted word.
Means and standard deviations for both types of 
vocabulary tests--production (i.e., write the Turkish or 
English equivalent), and selection (i.e., choosevthe correct 
English equivalent) are presented in Table 3.
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Means and Standard Deviations of Vocabulary Learning- 
Production and Selection Test Gain Scores of Three Groups
Table 3
Production Selection
Group n SD M n SD M
DT 12 2.74 3.91 12 3.17 4.41
D 12 1.24 1.08 12 3.29 2.16
G 13 1.48 0.23 13 2.66 -0.30
Note. DT = Dictionary Training Group;
D = Dictionary Group; G = Guessing Group.
Vocabulary production. As seen in Table 3, the 
Dictionary Training group obtained a mean gain score of 3.91 
words, whereas the Dictionary group obtained a mean gain 
score of 1.08, and the Guessing group obtained a mean gain 
score of 0.23.
The mean scores of the groups, in terms of vocabulary 
production indicate that the Dictionary Training Group 
performed almost three times as well as the Dictionary 
group, and about four times as well as the Guessing group. 
The Dictionary Group performed about two times as well as 
the Guessing group.
To see if these results were statistically significant 
for the vocabulary production part of the study, a 
repeated-measure of analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
performed on each of the dependent variables (gain scores of 
groups) with group as the between-group factor and time of 
test as the repeated measure. It was expected there would 
be a difference of dictionary training on students' 
vocabulary production between groups due to treatment.
The summary of results of all effects in terms of 
vocabulary production for between-group, within-group, and 
the interaction of the two is presented in Table 4.
Table 4
Summary of All Effects for Vocabulary Production
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Effect Error
Source
df MS df MS F E
G 2 15.5 34 2.1 7.2* .002**
TT 1 56.1 34 1.8 30.3* .000***
G X TT 2 22.8 34 1.8, 12.4* .000***
* .01; ***ps.001.
Note. G = Groups; TT = Time of Test
The results demonstrate that there is a significant 
difference on the posttest between groups attributable to 
treatment (ps.OOl). In order to find out which of the three 
groups was significantly different from the others, a Duncan 
post hoc test was employed. Table 5 shows the Duncan post 
hoc results.
Table 5
Duncan Test: Probabilities for Post Hoc Tests for 
Vocabulary Production
44
Group V DT
M = 2.291
D
M = 1.041
G
M = .807
DT . 005* .006*
D .005* . 577
G . 006* . 577
*ps.01.
Note. DT = Dictionary Training Group;
D = Dictionary Group; G = Guessing Group.
In the Duncan post hoc procedure, a significant 
difference was found between the Dictionary Training group 
and the other two groups (Dictionary group and Guessing 
group), (ps.Ol for both). This significant difference 
indicates that dictionary innstruction with training made a
difference for vocabulary learning of students in terms of 
vocabulary production. On the other hand, there was no 
significant difference between the Dictionary and Guessing 
groups (e s .577). That is, dictionary use without training 
made no difference on vocabulary learning as far as 
vocabulary production is concerned.
Vocabulary selection. After subjects finished the 
vocabulary production part of the test, they were given the 
vocabulary selection test. In this test, those subjects 
with dictionary access and training achieved a selection 
mean gain score of 4.41 words, while those without training 
but dictionary access obtained a mean gain score of 2.16, 
and those with no-dictionary access had a mean gain score of 
-0.30 (see Table 3).
In order to test whether these differences were 
statistically significant, a repeated-measure of analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) was performed on each of the dependent 
variables. It was expected there would be a difference of 
dictionary training on students' vocabulary selection 
between groups.
Table 6 shows the summary of all effects in terms of 
vocabulary selection for between-groups and within-groups 
factor. The between-groups factor was group in the 
experiment (Dictionary Training, Dictionary, and Guessing 
Group), and the within-groups factor was the time of tests
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(i.e., pretest and posttest times).
Table 6
Summary of All Effects for Vocabulary Selection
Effect Error
Source
df MS df MS F U
G 2 63.1 34 7.6 8.2* .001***
TT 1 65.7 34 4.6 14.1* .000***
G X TT 2 45.0 34 4.6 9.7* .000***
***ps.001.
Note. G = Groups; TT = Time of Test.
ANOVA results for yocabulary selection scores revealed 
that there was a significant difference between groups over 
time. In order to find out which of the three groups was 
significantly different from the others due to treatment, 
the Duncan post hoc test was employed. Table 7 shows the 
Duncan post hoc results.
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Table 7
Duncan Test: Probabilities for Post Hoc Tests for 
Vocabulary Selection
Group DT
M = 6.791
D
M = 5.000
G
M = 3.615
DT . 031* .001***
D .031* .085
G . 001*** . 085
*££.05; ***£=.001.
Note. DT = Dictionary Training Group;
D = Dictionary Group; G = Guessing Group.
In Duncan post hoc procedure, a significant difference 
was found between Dictionary Training and.the other groups 
(Dictionary group and Guessing group), (ps.05 and £=.001 
respectively). These significant differences indicate that 
dictionary training made a difference for the vocabulary 
learning of students in terms of vocabulary selection. On 
the other hand, there was no significant difference between 
the Dictionary and Guessing groups (£=.085). That is, 
dictionary use without training malces no significant 
difference on vocabulary learning for vocabulary selection.
In sum, the results showed that dictionary use, with or 
without training, made no significant difference on 
learners' reading comprehension compared to guessing (words 
in context). However, dictionary training improved both 
vocabulary recall and recognition in comparison to 
dictionary use without training and guessing only.
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary of the Study
The study was conducted with intermediate Turkish EFL 
students at Mustafa Kemal University. In this experimental 
study, whether those who had been given trained on the use 
of a monolingual dictionary would differ from those who had 
access to a dictionary but no training and those who had 
neither access nor training would differ on the measure of 
reading comprehension and two measures (recall and 
recognition) vocabulary learning was investigated.
Major Findings
The results of this study are prèsented in two 
categories: reading comprehension and vocabulary learning. 
Although the results of vocabulary learning were presented 
under two different headings as vocabulary production and 
vocabulary selection in Chapter 4, it is more appropriate to 
explain them together under the heading of vocabulary 
learning in the discussion of the results.
Reading Comprehension
The results indicate that there was no significant 
difference between the dictionary conditions (with or 
without training) or between either dictionary condition and 
the no-dictionary condition in students' reading 
comprehension scores which could be attributed to treatment.
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These findings seem to contradict the study conducted 
by Knight (1994), which found a significant difference in 
comprehension scores for those who had access to dictionary 
and those who did not. Although there were some differences 
between the studies, one of the most important is the 
proficiency level of the subjects. The subjects in the 
Knight's research were considered advanced whereas in this 
research, the subjects were at the intermediate-level of 
their regular instruction. Partial explanation for this 
finding may come from a speculation that advanced level 
students use their dictionaries more effectively than their 
intermediate-level counterparts.
However, these results support the study by Bensoussan, 
Sim, and Weiss (1981), which found no significant difference 
in comprehension scores for those who used dictionaries and 
those who did not. The present study also showed that 
dictionary use with training did not improve reading 
comprehension.
Vocabulary Learning
Overall, the results in this study demonstrated that 
subjects indeed learned a significant number of words while 
using dictionary during reading.
The results indicated that there were highly 
significant differences between the Dictionary Training and 
Guessing groups, and between the Dictionary without training
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and Guessing groups after treatment. That is, both groups 
using dictionaries outperformed the group without 
dictionaries. These results seem to support the study by 
Knight (1994), which found a significant difference in 
subjects' vocabulary scores of those who had access to a 
dictionary and those who had no access to a dictionary.
Also, there was a significant difference between the 
group who was trained on dictionary use and the group who 
had access to dictionaries but no training. This result 
supports some scholars (i.e., Fisher, et al, 1990; Schwartz 
& Raphael, 1985; Schofield, 1982), who have supported 
dictionary use as a strategy which could be implemented more 
usefully and effectively if some instructions was given.
Limitations of the Study
Some limitations regarding the study should be pointed 
out. Those limitations can be categorized under subjects 
and instruments/materials.
Subjects
The number of the subjects was limited to 37. Such use 
of a small sample of subjects limits the generalizability of 
the results of the study. The findings of the study should 
also be viewed in light of the characteristics of the study 
sample. For example, subjects were all at the intermediate- 
level of EFL instruction at the same university. This 
further restricts the generalizability of the study.
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Instrument3/Materials
Instructional material. The instructional material was 
developed by the researcher by making use of several 
sources. This implies that the applicability of this 
material for classroom use has not yet been confirmed. 
Moreover, this study considered only the use of monolingual 
dictionaries with instruction; therefore, we cannot 
generalize the results to bilingual dictionary use.
Testing material. In order to measure the students' 
reading comprehension and vocabulary learning, two different 
tests were used: a reading comprehension and vocabulary 
learning tests.
The one for reading comprehension was taken from the 
Test of English Language Proficiency (TELP). This test had 
been used before; however, the reliability and validity of 
the test have not been acknowledged.
The vocabulary learning test consisted of two parts: 
vocabulary production and vocabulary selection. The 
questions were prepared by the researcher in consultation 
with the subjects' lead teachers. Since no item analysis 
tests were conducted, the reliability of these materials may 
be questioned. In addition, no pretest-posttest reliability 
checks were conducted.
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Implications and Recommendations 
Implications for Further Research
This study has focused on vocabulary learning and 
reading comprehension of intermediate-level English learners 
using reading texts. Further investigations are needed to 
determine whether the conclusions of this study can be 
extrapolated to different levels of students or different 
types of texts (e.g., texts of various lengths and 
difficulty or which have a greater or lesser density of 
unknown words).
Additionally, different skills should be examined.
This study focused on the relationship between reading and 
dictionary use. Findings about the relationship between 
writing and dictionary use is especially interesting and 
should be investigated.
In the measurement of vocabulary learning, only an 
immediate posttest was employed. However, the effects of 
dictionary instruction on the long-term retention of 
vocabulary should also be taken into account by researchers 
in the field.
Educational Implications
The study results indicate that the use of a 
monolingual dictionary (with or without training) plays no 
influential role on learners' reading comprehension. That 
students should be discouraged from using dictionaries
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during reading comprehension activities, as is often 
suggested, it should not be concluded from the results of 
this research, however. Until more research is done on this 
issue, teachers might be advised to reserve judgement on 
this issue.
The results also revealed that students scored higher 
in both vocabulary selection and production tests when they 
used a dictionary while reading even without instruction; 
however, instruction clearly had a positive effect. These 
findings do not mean that students should only learn 
vocabulary through reading only with the help of a 
dictionary. The findings, however, suggest that allowing 
students to use dictionaries during reading helps them learn 
vocabulary and that training maximizes this learning. 
Therefore, spending some classroom time training students on 
dictionary use is recommended, and should be encouraged in 
language classrooms.
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APPENDIX A: Consent Form
INFORMED CONSENT FORM
You are invited to participate in a study on the use of 
dictionaries in second language classrooms. We hope that 
this study will help us to know about the importance of 
dictionaries in language classrooms.
Please read the following information and fill out the 
consent form if you would like to participate in this study. 
Your participation in this study is VOLUNTARY. You should 
NOT sign this form if you do not wish to participate. All 
information will be held in strict CONFIDENCE. No one will 
know your identity and there will be no risk in your 
participation in this study. Your scores will not affect 
your course evaluation and will not be given to anyone. Your 
voluntary participation will be greatly appreciated.
If you have any questions about the study you may 
contact either the researcher
ARIF ALTUN 
MA TEFL PROGRAM 
BILKENT UNIVERSITY 
Bilkent-Ankara 
Tel: 0 (312) 266 42 00 - ext: 5137
or the study adviser
Dr. Phyllis LIM, Director 
MA TEFL PROGRAM 
BILKENT UNIVERSITY 
Bilkent-Ankara 
Tel: 0 (312) 266 43 90it***********************************************************
I have read the information of the form and I agree to 
participate in a research study of education. I am aware 
that there is no risk involved in my participation. I 
understand that I may withdraw from the study at any time. I 
understand that my participation is completely confidential 
and that there is no risk involved in my participation. It 
has also been made clear by the researcher that my name will 
not be used in the reports.
Name
Student No 
Signature
